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ABSTRACT 

Depressed individuals seem to believe that ^hey are 
qualitatively inferior: tl.ey tend tc misinterpret and ejcaggerate 
losses and o verg*aneralize the meaning of self ^relevant i&foraiation. 
The way in which inforaiation atout the self is processed py depressed 
individualSf in particular, the differences in self ^sciseiaa content 
(the constellation of attitudes about oneself) between depressed and 
nondepressed individuals^ «as studied* Sublects rated a series of 
personality adjectives, recalled the adjectives, and completed a 
depressed-versus-nondepressed content rating task and ^ seir^rating 
task. As predicted, depressed subjects displayed superior recall for 
self -referenced depressed -content objectives t nonde pressed subjects 
displayed superior recall for self -referenced nondepressed-content 
adjectives* Etydy results offer empirical support for th*s id€a that 
there is a negative self-schema specific to the disorder of 
depression. Quthor/cS} 
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rnt-rontly the mo>^t co;^iin^ehtm?ive account of infor?nation ]n'Ocessiiij: in 
iiopi\\^sjon is tiie tln^^ory ^inJ (Je^criptioii providoJ by Aaron hock i^iicck, Uu^h, 
Siiatv, u Wmovy, l^^7^] , !^ecWs tli^ory, busod on clinical observ^ations , accounts 
t'or t\\c cog!Ui.iVG ui.^rorrion it: c^cprcs?ion in terms of the construct of a sclieina, 
111 xViXS nccDunt a sclicma roprcj^cnts a structural con^tcUation of iicgativ^e 
attitudes, ishich serve as a framcvv'ork again.st wliich doprc^sot! intlividuals perceive 
:ind Ln':Uu:ito current infornation. Reflections about the self tend toward over- 
conti*o] of the onv^lronment , wliex'C pti^r.^onal responsibility is assumed for a 
vnrlcty of life events, As well, depv^jssed individuals seem to bcLieve tiicmselves 
t bo Ljiial i tativcl} iiiforior, rending to ml.^intorprct and c>:ag^:<3r:itc losses, 
and ovcr>:oneral i :c t\\Q ir^oanlni; of i^el re levant lnfoi*t;^ation* This negative self- 
sciieiTi;i would appear to have implications for tho manner in wliich depressives 
process personal inforniat ion * 

Accordirii^iVj the present ex[3crimont was designed specificaliy to focus on how 
informntion about the self is processed by depressed individuals. Addressing 
<[Uestions of content and process regarding the proposed depressive sel f-schemaj 
this cognitively-orient^d anproaclr focused on the nature of memory traces produced 
by judgments about the self. 

Hic present approacli utilizes a social cognition model of tlio self (Kuipor fi 
Roi^ers, 197E)) , In this model, the self is viewed as a cofjnitive schema (Eartlett, 
1D52) whicli is critically involved in the processing of personal and social 
information about one's self and others* A:^ a scliema, tlie self is defined both 
in terms of its coritent and in terms of Its function. In terms of content tlie 
self-schema represents a l\icrarchiany organised body of knowledge stored in 
long-term memory, 'Die content of this structure can bo described as a list of 
general and specific teriii^, characteri.stic of the individual ^ whici^ have been 
"derived from a life^-time of experience witl^ j^ersonal data*' fRogers^ Kuiper, 
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KirkoTt U*77, 6^"}. The t;cncral tei^ju^ arc :ikin to pt?vsonality traits^ whereas 
the snccit'ic terms con^L^t niorc tuat io?i-<-ncc i f i c behavioural excrinlars, In 
torm of function the i^elt-sjiiema is tliought to internet with incoming data so 
to "organi::c and guide the processing: of self-related information" C^arkus, 
U177, p, 6.>) , In gcnornl, the involvement of thi^^ self-schema has been shown 
to impLirt both facilitative and biasintj effects on the proce^^ini: of i^ersonally 
relev^int infortnation (Lord , 1£)S0) * 

Tlie evidence in support af self-schona tlioory iias, in par^ on derived 
froi:^ cxporimentis utiiizint^ a deptli of proccssinu. incidontnl i jniradigm 

(RoLicrs ct nJ,, 1977) p Kitliin this paradigm subjects are first required to 
make a ^crlc? of Ycs/No ratings on a set of i^ersonal adjectives (sh>\ friendly)* 
That is, ijidivldnnis made synonymity or semantic judj^jmontj; on some words (Does 
this word mean the same as a given word?), and self-reference (Does this ii;ord 
describe >'ou?) j.:dgfi]eJU^ on oti^ers. These rating tasks produced memory tracgsj 
the strength of wliich are assessed using an incidental recall task subsequenit 
to the ratings, ^Hic Roger? ot al* data revealed recall s^upcriority for adjectives 
rated under the ?elf-rct'erent taski from sucli riata^ the authors contend that the 
self-scliema, activated via the self-referent judgment task and accompanying personal 
adjectives, acts to promote deep and elaborate memory cncodingSp It i$ this 
deep and elaborate enc-^ding, via the self-scliema, that is thought to tiecount for 
the enhanced recall of seH'-referenced adjectlvos. 

Among the first studies to investigate self-reference in clinically depressed 
patient? was Pttvts (lP79). U^in^; a paradigm .similar to that used by F?ogers ct 
aK (1977), botli clinicaJly UiM-^resi^ed and nondeprcssed sul^iects were nst<ed to 
make sel f-i^cfcvont fDoscribc-^ you?) and semantic decisions for 4S normal, non- 
dcpresscd content adjective^ip Tlie results from Dnvis' study replicated earlier 
findings of enlianced rec^^il for self-referent decisions in the nondeprcssed group 
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i^ubJccLs, but not in tlic clinic.i . Bii^od on iho^e data, 

ix-zvis :ir),uod that "Vi so 1 t-schcfna i .ic' i in the encoding of 

■personal [arormaiiort in .icpro.^iUf' that ^^ ion involved non-iichcn::i-bag(?d 

rcsnorul i i\g" f Davis , 1979 , p. 10;^ 

liowover, an equally plausih.. r^oT D^u^s* findings can be 

tormulatcd in terms of adjectiv con is, for clinically depressed 

individuals, given their documc-. d i LH^Jf-imnRO, the appropriate test 

for schema^based processing woult bo a uf^ing adjectives with depressed 

content. If content is importnii - nonpatholo^i cal nature of the target 
:>ti!iiii]] iMnrlo;/ed by Davis nay hnvo boon i fuippro;M*i j>to fov taj^pii^q tho potential 
cxisfcnce of a depressive self-schema in denrc.^^iv^s . Thus*, tho possibility 
remains that dopressives may luivc an integrated j^cl f-?ciiema, but for different 
content that nondepressives , By incorporating depro.ssive content in the personal 
adjectives, evidence for a depressive sel f-i^chcrTia may be roveuled, 

Tht^ j>rosent study offers a first step toward resolution of the above issue 
by manipulating the content (Depressed versus Nondcprcsscd) of tho personal 
adjectives presented to Clinically Depressed patients, Nondepressed Psychiatric 
control patients, and Normal .\'ondoprcssed individuals, It employs the individual 
testing procedure of the depth of processing paradigm (Craik fi Tulving, 1£)7S; Rogers 
et aK, 1977, Exp, 2), whereby individuals rated independently normed Depressed 
and Nondepressed personal adjectives for structural (Small letters?), semantic 
(Nfeans same as a given word?), and sel f-refcrent (Describes you?) attributes* 
Rating; times were monitored for each judgment^ with ratings followed by an 
i ncidcnta 1 rccal 1 period , 

Predictions for incidental recall patterns in this study revolved around a 
content-specificity hypotheses* If depressives possess nn intt*grated sclf-scheiTia 
specific to depressed content, tlicn the usual recall superiority of self-referent 
encodings (reJative to semantic ratin^t^s) may obtain only for Depressed content 
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\n Ucuro^std patients, I'Iksc !\^^tilt^ cciild ilwu he interjirotcd in terms of t\\o 
'Jxl^^tc^,c^.' of i co^^nitivt' strLJCture or^zanizcd for the cflcctivo proccssin^^ of 
JciH'c-^s uHi" J 0 i ated i^ersoJi;ii Information. Th'i^ riiidiai; weuld offer sti"on5; 
e;nj)iricai support for coj^tcntion that a nct;atLvc so I f -scl^ema exists for 

depress i on . 

On the other hand, Dnvis^ (1979) conclusion regarding clinical depressivcs 
non-.sclf-?chcma based processing would predict poor sc 1 f- ro feront recall (when 
compared to scm^^ntic recall) for both Depressed and Nondonressed adjective 
content, No^Nnal , nohdcprcssed subjects may only evidence sel f-refercnt en)iai(ccd 
recall for Nondepresscd content^ since Rogers and his colleagues (f^o^jers ot al,^ 
1977; Kuiper Kot^er?, 1979) have founa a consistent pattern for applicable 
self-roferent words to be better recalled than nonappl icable words, 

fzecall patterns for the Nondepre^seu P5>clnatric Controls would serve to 
clarify any obtained differences between Clinical Dcpressives and Normals, If 
the Nondcpresscd Psychiatric snmple evidenced the same pattern as Normals, the 
Depressive findirpi;s could be viewed as unicjUe and specific to depression, Conversly, 
hi. ) Clinical Dcpressives and Nondepressed Psychiatric controls may differ in 
a similar fasluon from Normals, lliis pattern would suggest the possible 
cxistCTice of a generalized noEjative self-scliema, common across various forms of 
psychopathologVi 

One additional aim of the present stud)' was to assess how efficiently 
depressed and nondeprossed personal information is processed by the three groups, 
l\1ule incidental tvcall m;iy reveal a l>:as for retention of schema^consistent 
information for Dcpressivei^ and Nondep j^css i vcs , it docs not indicate how 
efficiently this information niij;Ju have been [^►rocessed. 'Ilio assumption underlying 
a schema interpretation is its assistance arid facilitation in the efficient 
processing of personal information. As sucli, the nmount of time taken for 
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scl f-rcror\MU personality judgments mit^ht be u.^cd as an indc>: or mca:?uro of 
proco.^sin^u efficiency, "Hn^, if Depressive^ emfiioy a wgU -or^ani zed and 
efficient i^cl f-scheina to os:?ist in sel f- referent ludgmenTs, it is predicted 
that their overall Ratinj^ \ime (RT) foi the Self-referent ta^,k would not 
be significantly longer than \ormal \^ondepre?^ivcs. Since it i$ important 
that cny Rating Timo differences in the p ent expeririient not be sinplv 
attrlbutod to poissihle depressive psychomoior retardation (Miller, 1975) ^ ^ 
measure of simple RT was nlsa obtained for each subiect. 

Metho d 

Ovcr\ i cw 

The PtLidy iva.^ divitlcd into three major sections, Tirst, sixteen Clinical 
Dcpressivo^s, sixteen Normal Nondepressives , and sixteen Nondepressed Psychiatric 
patient? wore ret|uirod to riake a series of ratings (Structural, Semantic, Self- 
reforentl on Depressed and 50 Nondepressed content personality adjectivtss. 
A cue tiuo^tion, followed by a target adjective, was shoi^i via a two-field 
tachistoscope. For each i[uei^tion and adjective the subject responded either 
Yes or No. The Structural, Semantic, and Sei f-re fercnt rating tasks used, along 
with their respective cue questions and manipulations, are shoun in Table 1. In 

insert Table 1 about here 

the second part of the study three minutes were allowed for the incidental ref:all 
of the rated ridjectivcs. Finally, subjects made depressed versus nondepresscd 
content ratinj^r^ and S-point self-rating:> on the entire set of 60 adjectives , 
followed by a simple KT task. 
Subje ct Sclccti on 

A total of 48 £tdult females, between the ages of IS and 65, volunteered to 
participate ia one of three groups: Clinically Depressed, Nondcpressed t^sychiatric 
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t'oii I vo L , vH' iVoniial Noiulcni^^i^SLHl » Mul tl ]Ue ai^-^ossnicrit c ri tcr i i iic 1 uJing the 
[^eck Dc[u^c^^?ion tnv'ontor)' Reck, I'-'avd* MciuU^lson. Mock, I] Ifrbau^h, l96l) and 

ihc Haiiiilton Rntiiii; Scale foi' Depression (flkSD; Hamilton, iSHU)) , were u?cd to 
ensure carctul and reliable assignment to groups, Tli<^ iiOl i*^ a 21 item Self-report 
measure of depth or ^overit;^ of clcprc^i^ion {Ran^L;c 0 to (^^3] , witli the internal 
consiistencv aad vjlidity of this widcl}' used meas^ure reported in l^ock ^ Beaumc 'dorfer 
097 0, Ttie flf^St) is vi ?"-trnctiired i .ccrview which .^ited by two trained raters 
to >*iold a combined depression score ranging l-'r()in 0 to 7^. Inter-rater 
agreement for the present study wtis 98"^^ for within two r^itinj; points. Tile 24 
topic areas of the \IRSD cover the typical i^iyns and symptoms of depression, 
i ne lud lag distu rbances of a f feet , ^ Icep j appot i to , cnei^jiy ^ motivation , and 
interests, as well a*^ ideations o f helpl essness , )iope Ics^ness , and suicide. 

tnclusio:i in the Clinically Depressed j^roup was based on the foilov^ing 
criteria: C^^) a ^^Dl score ^^reatcr than 9, (b) a combined MRSD score of greater 
tlum 28, (c) a [)riniary nsycliiatric diagnosis, as indicated in case files, of 
unLj^oIar depression, (d) [lO evidence of psycliosis, organicity or addiction, and 
[c) a seXf-rcport of dysphoric mood for at least two weeks CTeighner, Robins, 
Guzc, IVoodruffj Wiiiokur^ Munoz, 1972). All depressed subjects were either 
in- or out-[Kitionts in the psyehiatrie section of a general hospital. Only 
^1 of the Pcpressives were rceeiving anti-depressant jicdication at the time of testing. 

Individuals comprising tlie Nondepresscd Psychiatric and Normal Nondepressed 
groups wore classified as follows: (a) a 3Dl score of less tiian 9, (b) a combined 
ItRSD score of less thi\\\ ZS , (el set f-roportcd absence of dysphe>ric mood during the 
previous two weeks, and (d) no evidence of ps\'chosi*^, organicity, or addiction. 
In addition the Normal controls (hospital staff and student nurses) were required 
to have no history of [)sych i atric/]>sychological treatment, whereas ttie Nondcprossed 
Psycliiatric controls were currently receiving psychiatric care as either in- or 
out-patients. The ]>redDminant diagnosis in the rsychiatric group was personality 
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JisorJor. foilowctJ ^^y t\\]xicty and mnrittal dy.s fufic t i on . None of tlie psychiatric 
controls ivorc reccivim: medication at tlic tinic of tcstini:. Finally^ the Wochsler 
Mei!'.or>' ^ciiiQ (lV<?clislei\ \OSS) was administered to all subjocts to provide a global 
level of intellectual t-'unctionin^^, as well as a sereen for psychosis or subnormal 
intel li j^encc , Subject?^ rcceh'ed no monetary comiKMi>;ation for their participation. 
Materials 

The final set of stiniuH coiu^i-sted of 60 personal adjectives, differentiated 
on the hasL^ of de]>re?^ied versus nondepresseu content. Tins content requirmcnt 
neces.^itated an initial nvdoncndent novnin^ stud;/ vtiorry ^ Kuiper, Note 1), in 
which :j university students rated a J arge r^ool of potentially "depressed"' and 
*'nondep';L:ssed" adjectives for four attributes: Content (depressed versus nondopressed) , 
Ima^t^cry (Paivio, Yuille, fi Madigan, I96S) , Social Desirability (Jackson, 1967), 
and timotional Lty. Several relevant sources in tlie personality and depression 
iitcrature?; ^vorc consulted to generate the initial, pool. Adjectives presumed to 
be "nondcprcssod*^ were obtained fvom scale descriptions of Jackson's (1967) PRF 
(see Rogers ct aK, 1977, p. 6S0 for greater details), and were viewed as 
representative of a brond vane;c of normal chnrjictcristics . Tt\Ose assumed to be 
''depressed'' wore obtained from (a) Lubin's (lOi^S) Depression Adjective Checklists 
(Forms A and R) , and (b) Beck ct al-'s (1979) descriptions of the depressed 
individual. Ratings were made :ilong 7-point sc£ile:3, and were presented in random 
sequences for rating . 

In summarizirii: attributes of the final set of .^0 Depressed and 30 Nondepressed 
adjectives, tlie^-e was no overlap on the Content ratin^^s for tlic two tyj^es of 
adjectives, with all Nondeprcssed adjectives having a rating greater than 4.75^ 
and all Depressed words bein^i rated belo\v 2*85. AS well, words were matched on 
Imagery ratings (rant^ing in values from 3,5 to 4.7), and were equL^ralent on word 
length (number of letters per word) and frequency (^^^^ccra fr Traiicis ^ 1967). Examples 
of depressed tidjectives are: bleak, dismal* guilty, liclpless, and weary. Nondepressed 



lu^lH'css i tin :jik1 Se!f-rGletencu S 
.\k\]k^ci \vcs i fic 1 '^Icnt : ;iiiM:ih)c , Curious, lo\\i 1 , and o r,LTaji i icJ . 

Six dtrt='orent orjcr^; oi" \sQvd lists wore i^onoiatcJ to ensure that the adjectives 
tDcjHxssed anJ Nondcprcssed ^.-ontontl wore complotoly couiiterb. ianccd across' the 
tliroe types of rating ta^^ks. Thus, within each order of 60 adjectives, iO Depressed 
and H) Nondcpresscd adjectivo^i received a Structural rating, 10 of each content 
received a Semantic rating, ^nd ^ final 10 of each were rated for Self-reference. 
Moreover, within the Stniv.'tural nnd Semantic tasks, the Cue question-Targei adjective 
coTTibinatioa^ were generated such that one-half of the ratin^^s would be accorded 
a \Qs response, with tlie remainder receiving a response. Tor the Structural 
task this involved the systematic variation of upper or lower case type style for 
fidjcctive pr^Fentationii (sec Tabic 1), For the Seinantlc task it was neces-^ary to 
construct an additional list of i^ynon^-ms and nonsynonvTns to match the target 
adjectives. Roget*^ The,^auni^ ^yga employed for this purpose, with the consensus 
of two indepcndcr.L judges dotermirting finai word selection. As self-referent 
judgment;? could not be anticipated prior to testing, no attempt was made to control 
for the Ves/No ratii^^i; in this condition, m all tists, order of the cue questions 
was randomly determined in blocks of six trials. Pinally, word lists were counter- 
balanced in their presentation to subjects within each group. 

After the recall period, subjects completed a further series of adjective 
ratingi;. A ^clf-rating booklet consisting of 4 randomly-ordered pages was used. 
Each of the .^0 Nonc^presscd and 30 Depressed content adjectives was rated on a 
9-point scale, with the foUowinEi end points: (1) Extremely Unlike Mo, and (9) 
Extremely Like Mo » The mid-point of the i;cale (S) was marked ''Moderately Like Mo/' 
Content ratings wore aiso made on a separate set of l)*point scaJe^, wliero s>ubjects 
were asked to indicate how descriptive each adjective wa^^ of someone who is 
depressed. A rating of 1 rcprcsontGd an adjective highly descriptive of a 
nondepressed person, whereas a value of 0 described a hij^hly depressed individual. 
Those Content rcitiiif^t^ served as^ n mani jiul a t ion check on the Content factor. 
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scttiii,^, Tlic cxporLjuerit lK\i^a]i uith :idrni t ra t i oti of taj the liDl , {b) tho IIRSD, 
aiiij (c) tlic Wcchsler Memory Scale. 'nUs wa? foUowcij by vntinga of the 60 adjectives 
on the tiircc tasks pre^^entcd in Tabic 1. In this phase, all stimuli were mounted 
on white 1*^ x IS cm. card^^, and presented via a Psitlph Gerbrauds Co. 2-field 
tachistoscope (Model - T-2B-1) . Subjects indicated tlieir rating for each adjective 
by striking cither tho Vcs or No key on the resnotusc [lanel niaced in front of them. 
Tlie respon^^e panel was connected to a [funter 22(K Klockountor timer, As'hicli recorded 
both tlie subject's respon5;e (Yea or No) and f'ating Time Ciri msec). Including 
the three buffer items at the beginning and end of the li^t, there were 66 rating 
trialis. liach of these consUted of (^1 ^ 3-Second cue qu<?stion presentation^ (b) 
a son nii^oc. blank ijitcrvalj (c) [)rcsenta tion ■^'-^ target adjective^ a Yes or 
\"o response by the subject* vvhicli terminated the visual display, and C^) ^ 3 to 4 
second intcrtrial interval before the next cue ctue.stion. After the rating tasks, 
i^ubjccts Were provided with 3 minutes to recall, in any order, as many of the target 
adjectives as possible* Hie recall phase was followed by completion of the 9-point 
scl f-ratinj;s and 9-pOLnt content ratings. Tinally, a measure of simple RT was 
obtained. Bach subject was instructed to respond as quickly as possible, when 
an "X'^ appeared in the visual field of the tacliistoscopc, by striking the Yes key 
on the response panel. Subjects wore informed their reactions vjould be timed, 
and to rest tlieir preferred index finger on n point equidistant from the 2 keys 
between eacii of ti\e iO RT trials. Upon completion of the simpLc'RT task, subjects 
were thanked for tlieir participation, and fully debriefed. 

Res ults 

Group Characteristics 

Means for Normals, Nondenrcssed Psychiatric Control?, and Deprcssives on the 
GDI, IIRSD, Wcchsler Memory Sci<lo, and for age arc prctiientcd in Table 2. Separate 
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analyso^; of variance tor oac!i Depression measure continued significan 
liifrerences, s (2 >^&i) .75, £'s<.001). f-or both the BDI and [iR 
Clinical Depressive^ wore significantly more Jeprc^sed than either th 
Conr;ol3 or Normals Cll's<.OU.^ TurElior analyses revealed that aith 
two patient groups did not differ statistically with respect to Wechs 
Scale ?(:ores , the NoTmal contror::^ obt.iined hi^:her scores relative to 
groups ill's OS). Regarding mean age, it was revealed that both pat 
were older th^m those Ln the Normal Nondepressea group (p^'s<,05j, 

Lontent Manipulation and Simple RT Checks 

To verify the ineaningf ul ness of the Concent manipulation for the 
n Content by Groups analy:^is of variance on the 9-point Content rating 
A sole significant main effect of Content (P Cl,4S) = 632.91, p<.001: 
Content X = Nondcprci^seti X = 2.7) confirmed that all present subj 

perceived previously normed Depressed content adjectives as bein^^ sigr 
more depressed than those previously normed as beinu Nondepressed. 

Given this Content difference across all i^roups, the Clinical Dep 
still differed significantly from both groups of Nondopressives on me 
Self-ratings for Depressed and N'ondeprcssed content ad.iectives. A sig 
Group by Content interactjon for these ratings, {F [2,45} =85.61, £< , 
that Clinic:il Depress ives viowr^d Depressed content adjectives as being 
more self-referent (Depressed Group K = 5.32; Combined Nondepressed Gr 
and Nondeprc^sed Content iidjcctives as being significantly less sojf-r- 
than Nondopressives CDepressed Group X = 5.91; Combined Nondepresyod G 
A virtually identical pattern emerged for the mean number of Ves - 
for the Sei f- reference Rating Task, hero, subject? could endorse a ma: 
10 Ves responses for each Content condition. A Ncwman-Kouls analysis c 
comprising this significant Groups by Content interaction, (F (2,43) - 



47<87, iTi<.001), revcnlcil thnt both Nondeprc!;!;c;(,l yroups endorsed significantlx 
more Nondepressed than Depressed Content adjectives (Combined Nondepressed 
.Content X = 8*05; Combined Depressed Content X = 1<54), Howevar, the Depressed * 
subjects made equal numbers of Yes responses to' bqth categories of Content 
(Nondepressed Content X = 5*65; Depressed Content 1 - 5,68). Overall, these 
analysos indicate the present Content manipulation was meaningful, with Depressives 
viewing theinseives rvij;nificantly different from Nondeprcssives , 

An anal/sis of variance of the Simple RT means for the 3 groups revealed a 
nonsignificant main effect of Groups {F (2,50) = 1,80, ns), with Clinical Denressives 
(X • 695 msec) not responding significantly slower than Nondepressed Ps/chialric 
Controls (X = 578 msec) or Normals (X = 591 msec), This finding suggests depressive 

ps/chomotor retardation is not an issue in interpreting subsequent Rating Time 

2 

data for the Self-reference task, , 

Recall Analysis 

J 

In scoring recall protocols for each subject, buffers were not included and 
a proportion correct score was calculated to ensure that differential numbers of 
Yes and No ratings were not affecting recall scores, This adjusted recall score 
reflects the general finding that Yes-rated words are better recalled than No-rated 
words (Craik 5 Tulving, .1975) , The subject-specif ic ^proportion score adjusts for 
different numbers of Yes and No responses, Thus, each subject's recall of Yes-rated 
words under a given Rating Task, for a given" t/po of Content, was divided by the 
tctal number of Yes Ratings for that content and rating task. Consequently, the 
adjustment represents the proportion of recalled words each person rated Yes, for 
each Task and t/pc of Content, A similar procedure was used for No-rated words 
(see Rogers et al*, 1977, p. 685-684 for greater detail). 

Die mean adjusted recall scores are presented in Table 3, An anal/sis of 

insert_Table 5 about here 

variance of these data demonstrated h significant four-way interaction, (F (4*90) » 
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«.5r>, |]><J)on, between Croups, Content, kjitinji 'lask, and Rating,*^ In ttiia 
interaction. Content-specific self-reference enhancement was apparent only for 
adjectives receivinfj ;i Yes rating. 'n\u$, the Depressed group showed recall 
superiority only for Depressed adjectives receiving a Self- reference Yes rating. 
A Newman-Keuls post-hoc analysis indicated that this mean was significantly 
greater than any of the remaining means for the Depressed group C|)'s<.05), 
I'urthermore, within the Depressed Content, Self-reference Yes condition, the 
Newman-Keuls also showed Depressed group recall was supericr to both Nondepressed 
groups C£*s<,01), Conversely, and consistent with the content-specificity 
prediction, the two Nondepressod groups (Normals and Psychiatric Controls) each 
revealed significantly higher Self- referent Yes recall for Nondepressed Content, 
when compared to Dcpressivos C^'sC.Ol). Means for the two Nondepressed groups 
in this condition were also significantly greater than any other of the Nondepressed 
groups means C£'s<.05J. Tliero were no statistically different means when No-rated 
adjectives were considered. Overall, this pattern replicates the basic depth of 
processing sel f- reference effect, and extends it into the population of clinical 
depressivcs. 

The analysis of variance of this data also revealed a nonsignificant main effect 
of Groups. CF (2,45) « .16, ns) . This failure to register an overall menory deficit 
for depressives is of some interest, as it seems to argue against any alternative 
interpretations of the present data based on such factors as greater 
inattcntiveness, reduced motivational levels, and/or cognitive interference for 
depressives (Mi ] ier, 1975) . 
Rating Time Analysis 

Rating Time (RT) was defined as the ir^terval between the initial presentation 
of the adjective via the tachistoscope until the bject's Yes or No response. 
Table 4a presents the significant three-way interaction, (F^ (4,90) = 2.72, £<.05), 
between Groups, Rating Task, and Rating (Yes/No) for these RT data* Table 4b 



prc^sents the si^jn i f i Ciiii t interaction between (;rou))ii> Rating (Yes/No) and Content, 

insert Table 4 iibout hero 

(£ C2,45) - 5-88, £<,01). This format reflects the nonsignificant four-way 
interaction far this iVf measure, (F (4,90) ^ .88, ns) - A Newman-Keuls an.alysis 
of the RT means contained in Table 4a indicated no statistically significant 
differences between any Groups for Self-reference judgments that received a 
Yes rating.. Regarding No-ratlngs, the Depressed subjects were not significantly 
slower in making Selfrrcference judgments, relative to Normal's\ Tho Psychiatric 
controls, however^ did take longer than Normals to say '*No'' to self- reference 
judgments (£ < -01) , 

Differences between the content of adjectives appears not to have mac!e a 
large impact on RTs. A Newman-Keuls analysis of the RT means contained in Table 
4b indicated that the only significant. RT difference within Groups » as a function 
of Content, was for tho Psychiatric Nondepi^essed Group. These subjects took longer 
to say "No to Nondo)>ycssed content than Depressed (j^<.OZ), Collapsing across 
content, it appears from Table 4b that Normals may have responded, on the'overiill 
average, more quickly than either Psychiatric Group. However, a post-hoc analysis 
on the significant main effect of Groups, C£ (2,45) 11.89, £<-001), indicated 
that Normals = 2.033 sec) were only significantly faster than Psychiatric 
Controls (x « 2*888), with Depressives (X = 2*S6S) rionsignificantly different 
from both groups- In general > these findings indicate Depr^sssives are no less 
efficient than Normals in processing personal information. 

Discussio n^ 

The present xosults provide an empirical basis for generating several 
theoretical propositions concerning Nontlepressives and Doprecsives processing 
of personal information via a content-specific self-schema* 

Turning first to the Nondepressed groups, the prese^U findings revealed that 
sel f- referent enhancement was limited only to Yes-rated Nondepresscd adjectives. 



"llii^; 'piittcrn corroborates earlier findings t'or nonpothological personal adjectives 
tRo^ers et al . , 1977), nnd also offers Strong support for th© content-specificity 
))ypotlir:^is. Yos-ratcd iiontioprosscd adjectivQF; tipjicar to form part of the 
NonUoprossivo's structural component of self. As such, they facilitate self- 
reference judgments by providing a reservoir of self-related experience which 
Can be accessed to assist in the interpretation and encoding of any new input. 
Iflien employed in this fashion, the self-schema imparts a rich and Extensive 
memory trace towards compatible self-related information. Tliis elaborate trace 
then produces enhanced recall for Nondepressed content. 

More generally, the Nondepressed results provide an opportunity to further 
refine the model which casts the sflf as a cognitive schema. First, these findings 
offer yet another demonstration of the important role played by' the self^schema in 
the human information processing sequence. In addition, however, they also 
specify the exact content conditions under which a self-reference judgment produces 
enhanced recall. Hie failure to obtain elevated recall for Depressed Content 
clearly indicates that the act of making a self-reference judgr^wnt alone is 
insufficient to bolster recall. It is only when this judgment is made in conjunction 
viith the content already embodied in the self-schema that superior r<;call results. 
This finding for Nondepressed adjectives highlights the crucial interactive 
^ nature of tl^c self-schema, in which the elaboration and increased retention of 
any new information requires the prior representation of CDmpatible content in 
the self-schema. 

Another major proposition derived fton the current data pertains to the 
potential oxistonco of a i50lf-5chema in Depressed individuals. The overall recall 
pattern for Dcpressives argues against a non-self-schema interpretation, as 
advanced by Davis (1979), Instead, the findings suggest that Depressives also 
employ a self-schema in personal information processing, but one which may 
differ in terms of content from Nondepressives. 
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hntiiil evidence for this proposal emerBCtl from both the 9-point Self-ratings 
aiul moan number of Yes cnclOTBomonts, data. Por example, both Nondepressed 
group;; endorsed a significantly greater proportion of Nondepressed content 
adjectives* Also, as expected, the mean number of Yes ratings for Depressed 
content increased significantly when comparing Depressives to Nondepressives, Of 
major interest, however, was the finding that this increased Depression Content 
.endorsement fnr Depressives appears to be at the expense of their Nondepressed 
content endorsement. Rather than the two types of ratings being independent, 
there is a negative relationship, with Nondepressed endorsements decreasing 
significantly in Depressives, relative to the Nondepressed controls. This relation- 
ship is such, that in the Depressed group, there is no longer a significant 
difference between the mean number of Yes responses for Depressed versus Nondepressed 
content. This finding offers strong empirical support for Beck et al.*s C1979) 
contention that Depressive content becomes more central in cognitive structures 
or schemas, as depression level becomes more severe* 

Although Depressives displayed equivalent endorsement patterns for both 
categories of content, they wore not recalled with equal ease. The adjusted 
recall data support the notion that Depressives utilize a ne^jative self-schema 
for th^. processing of personal data* This cognitive structure seems selective 
for depressive information. In short, although appearing to operate in the 
same facilitative fashion as in Nondepressed Normals, the self in Clinical 
Depressives is organized primarily for the interpretation and encoding of 
depressive or negative sel f- referent material* Convergent support for this 
content-3necjficity bias can be found in studies demonstrating greater recall 
for negative compared to positively toned information in depressives 
CLishman, 1972; Nelson & Craighead, 1977), 

The pattern of RT results provides critical information bearing on the ease 
or efficiency with which Depressives process persona) Information, This is 

o 17 
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important, for although the recall data indicated a Depressed content bias, it 
docs not focus on the ls8ue of efficiency* An alternative interpretation for 
enhanced recall would be that Depressivos miy liave taken a long time to make 
self-evaluations Ci,e,> a study timfe interpretation). This would imply an 
inefficient form of processing* However, this does not appear to be the case. 
With no meaningful differences between Depresslves and Normals in the time they 
took to make self-referent decisions, it seems clear that the Depressive's self- 
schema is organized for the same degree of efficient processing of personal 
data as witnessed in Mormals, The important difference between Depressives and 
Normals seems clearly to lie in the Content-specificity of their self-schemata, 
as measured by recall, 

Final support for the contentrspocificity- hypothesis resides in the present 
findings for the Nondepressed Psychiatric Controls. This group showed Recall and 
Yes-endorsement patterns reflecting Nondepressed schematic content. However, - 
a difference (relative to Normals) was observed in their Ipnger decision times 
for self-reference judgmonts, Since the Psycluatric controls did not display 
a deficit *n Simple RTs, this pattern may possibly represent a degree of uncertainty 
and disorganization concerning one's self-concept (Epstein, 1980; Rosenberg, 1979), 
related to the forms of psychopathology found within this group. However* this 
disorganization would appear to be relatively mtld> since this group's reduced 
efficiency in processing was restricted only to Nondepressed No ratings, and ^ 
did not produce a^ decrement for yes-raTeT'sen-referen^^^ " 
Further work is certainly necessary to clarify the above interpretation and findings, 
Yet^ it doci suggest an important caveat for researchers, namely, that not all 
self-schqmata necessarily function with equal efficiency. Henc^^, investigations 
seeking evidence of schematic processing for personal information need not only 
evaluate content recall, but also the efficiency of processing, via RT measures, 
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fJrawiny conclusions bo^^cd on fewer variables tlum this would appear to provide 
an incomplete perspective on the overall process and content of self. 

The present findin^^s appear to hold several relevant implications. The 
prominence or centrality of Depressed contentj specific and unique to the Clinical 
Depressives, is theoretically consistent with Beck's model of depression. These 
findings are in contrast to those of Davis (197?), who studied a similar population 
of clinically depressed patients. Perhaps accounting for Davis' non^schema findings 
was the failure to appropriately assess the content of the self-schema. Conceptually 
it would seem inconsistent tliat if depressives utilise negative schema-based 
■processing that it would facilitate the same nonpathological content as Nondepressive 
This issue highlights the importance of appropriately matching the stimulus 
materials in a pathological experimental paradigm to the construct under 
investigation (Kihlstrom S Nashby, 1980). 

FurtKer research suggested by the present findings include extensions to a 
male sample; and a longitudinal study of clinically depressed patients over time, 
assessing their self^schema during^a period of depression, and again when their 
symptoms are judged improved. This would reveal critical information regarding 
the stability of the depressive's self-schama. It may be that although the 
individual is symptom-free* he or she continues to demonstrate evidence of selective 
processing of depressive personal information. If so^ this finding would bear on 
our understanding of the etiology of this disorder, and its possible prevention. 

Another related line of research currently being investigated in our lab (Kuiper 
6 MacDonald, Note 2) concerns; intcr[ier$;oTial relations and depression* This work 
explores cognitive disturtions or pccularities in the depressive's evaluations, 
judgments* and descrijitions of others. This research might serve to bridge work 
on social relationships in depression (Lewinsohn, Mischcl, Chaplin § Barton, 1980) 
with literature suggesting the self-schema may function to organize information 
about others in memory (f^amil tion, 1980; Kuiper 6 Rogers, 1979). 
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Footnotes 

While the Nondepressed Psychiatric group was also found to be significantly 
more depressed than Normals C|)^'&<*00, the former Group*s mean Depression 
scort^s were still relatively nondepressed (BDI = S-00; HRSD = 14-SO). For 
example, Loeb, Beck, 6 Diggory (1971) considered scores of less than 13 on the 
BDI to be nqndepressed. Similarly, Hamilton (1960) found a score of 28 or 

greatei* on -the HRSD to be indicative of clinical depression. Thus, it appears 

j 

valid to also consider this group to be nondepressed* 

A further means of addressing the psychomotor retardation issue is through 
an analysis of Rating Times for the Structural rating task- In the case of thi 
type of rating, the RT values closely resemble a choice-reaction time format. 
If depressives were displaying psychomotor retardation, one would expect 
significantly longer RTs, relative to Nondepressives, on this task. However, 
a Newman-Keuls analysis on the RT means reported in Table 4a revealed that 
for both Yes and No rated words, there were no significant RT differences 
among any of the 3 groups, on the structural task. This finding converges 
on the conclusion that psychomotor retardation was not a factor In the 
present sample of Depressives, 

A four-way analysis of variance was performed on the unadjusted recall data. 
The same pattern of results emerged as is outlined for the adjusted recall 
analysis, and hence is not presented, 

\ 
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Table 1 

Examples of Rating Tasks and Cue Questions 



P^gj^^i Cue Q^^stion Manipulation 



Structural Small Letters? The adjective was presented 

in *fither the same type 
Cupper case) as the question, 
or lower case * 



Semantic Means same as 



XXXX was either a synonym 
XXXX? or unrelated word to the 

target adjective 



Self-reference Describes You? Subject responded Yes or No 

to indicate self-reference 
quality of the target adjectiv 



Each subject rated 10 Depressed and 10 Nondepressecl adjectives for 
each task . 



All questions were answered Yes or No by subjects 
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Table 2 
Group Characteristics 



Group 



BDI 



HRSD'' 



IVechsler Memory 

Scal e A ge 



Normal 

Nondepressives 



1.50 



5<75 



U7<75 



23.00 



Nonriepressed 
Psych i-atric 
Controls , 



5.00 



14.50 



113.63 



31,31 



Clinical 
Depressives 



22.13 



43,86 



110,13 



32,13 



Beck Depression Inventory, Range 0 to 65, ^ith a score of 13 or abov 
indicating Clinical Depression (Loeb, Beck, 5 Diggory^ 1971), 

Hamilton Rating Scale for Depression, Range 0 to 72, with a score of 
28 or above indicating clinical depression (Hamilton, 1960) 
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Table ,1 

him Adjusted Recall for Deor?ssive?, Psvc'iinrr Cf^r^^M^ v^.i. . f-'i^-iAi 
Content, Ratin,^ (Ves/No] and Rating Task 



GROUPS 



Depressed 



Psychiatric 
Controls 



V2S Ratings 
Structural Semantic 



,00* 



.01 



,10 



,12 



DEPRESSED CONTENT 

No Ratings 

Self-referent Structural Semantic 



,41 



,18 



.01 



.00 



,02 



Self-referent 
.11 

.12 



Norm! 5 



.01 



.05 



,08 



,01 



.04 



,07 



GROUPS 



Yes Ratings 



NONDEPRESSED CONTE.N'T 



No Ratings 



Structural Semantic Self-raferent Structural Semantic Self-referent 



Depressed 



.0/ 



,05 



,16 



.02 



,07 



.15 



Psychiatric 
Controls 



.03 



2"' 



.36 



,03 



.15 



Normals 



,05 



,13 



.43 



.02 



.17. 



2^ERIC^^^ ^^"^^ ^^^^ ^ ^^^^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^^^ denoting greater recall 
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Table ') 

Mean Rating TimsK (msjc.) for Pcnresstves, Psycliiatric Controls 
and Normals a3 a function of: 



(a) Rating (Yes/No) and Rating Task 



RATING TASJ: 



Depressed 



Yes Rating 

Psychiatric 
Controls 



No Rating 

Normals Depressed Psychiatric Normals 

Controls 



Structural 



1 .663 



2.047 



1 .560 



1 .721 



1.927 



1.357 



Semantic 



2.552 



2.822 



2.029 



2.555 



2.890 



1.897 



Sc 1 f- reference 5 . 770 



5.825 



3.271 



3.478 



4.049 



2.608 



(b) Rfiting (Yes/No) and Content 



Yes Rating 



No Rating 



CONTENT 



Depressed Psychiatric Normals 
Controls 



Depressed Psychiatric Normals 
Controls 



Depressed 



2.579 



2.907 



2.275 



2.665 



2.764 



1.877 



Nondepressed 



2.611 



2.889 



2. 165 



2.505 



3.147 



2.030 
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